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EXPECTATIONS, THEORY, AND GROUP PROCESSES 
I am very p leased and honored to r e c e i v e the 1991 C o o l e y -
Mead Award. There are many reasons f o r t h i s : 
F i r s t , t h i s award i s a source o f p l easure that I can share 
with my f a m i l y , p a r t i c u l a r l y with my w i f e , Theory. Theory has 
been there through a l l the s t eps and s t a g e s o f my work f o r the 
l a s t t w e n t y - f i v e y e a r s , and her support and c o n f i d e n c e in that 
work have been o f enormous importance to me as an i n d i v i d u a l and 
as a s o c i o l o g i s t . 
I am a l so p leased because I take t h i s as an e v a l u a t i o n o f 
not o n l y o f my work but a l s o the work o f a very l a r g e number o f 
c o l l e a g u e s and c o - w o r k e r s . I t i s not p o s s i b l e f o r me t o l i s t the 
work o f a l l those who have played a c t i v e r o l e s in e x p e c t a t i o n 
s t a t e s r e s e a r c h . I do want to ment ion , however, my three 
Stanford c o l l e a g u e s , Morris Z e l d i t c h , J r . , Bernard P. Cohen, and 
E l i z a b e t h G. Cohen, who have been invo lved in the e x p e c t a t i o n 
s t a t e s program from i t s e a r l i e s t phases . 
F i n a l l y , I am pleased by t h i s award when I remember some o f 
the o t h e r s who have r e c e i v e d the Cooley-Mead Award, such as 
Muzifer S h e r i f and Robert Freed B a l e s . These two s o c i a l 
p s y c h o l o g i s t s have s t r o n g l y i n f l u e n c e d my own work, and I am 
p leased to share in such an honor with them. 
I deve loped my i n t e r e s t in s o c i o l o g y at a very e a r l y age — 
c e r t a i n l y long b e f o r e I apprec ia ted the d i v e r s i t y that e x i s t s on 
so many d i f f e r e n t l e v e l s in t h i s d i s c i p l i n e . I t i s a l s o the case 
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that very e a r l y in my c a r e e r , I became i n t e r e s t e d in the study o f 
i n t e r p e r s o n a l or group p r o c e s s e s and I became i n t r i g u e d as wel l 
with the idea o f c o n s t r u c t i n g t h e o r i e s o f s o c i a l b e h a v i o r , in 
p a r t i c u l a r , t h e o r i e s that e v o l v e d , that d e v e l o p e d , that grew. 
These two i n t e r e s t s — understanding i n t e r p e r s o n a l or group 
p r o c e s s e s and c o n s t r u c t i n g t h e o r i e s o f s o c i a l behav ior that 
e v o l v e — have been with me my e n t i r e c a r e e r and s t i l l c ont inue 
to be major i n t e r e s t s in my work. However, pursuing each o f 
these i n t e r e s t s , I have f r e q u e n t l y found myse l f c o n f r o n t e d with 
some o f the most b a s i c q u e s t i o n s about the nature o f 
i n t e r p e r s o n a l p r o c e s s e s and a l s o some o f the most b a s i c q u e s t i o n s 
about what i t means to speak o f t h e o r i e s o f s o c i a l behav ior that 
e v o l v e and grow. Most o f t e n my c o l l e a g u e s and I have addressed 
these q u e s t i o n s i n d i r e c t l y in that our answers have been embodied 
in our r e s e a r c h . But on some o c c a s i o n s , we have d e a l t with these 
q u e s t i o n s d i r e c t l y and e x p l i c i t l y . What I want to do here i s to 
c o n s i d e r b r i e f l y what some o f these b a s i c q u e s t i o n s a r e . More 
i m p o r t a n t l y , I want to d i s c u s s (1 ) what answers we have deve loped 
concern ing the nature o f i n t e r p e r s o n a l p r o c e s s e s (and , more 
s p e c i f i c a l l y , e x p e c t a t i o n s t a t e p r o c e s s e s ) and (2 ) some o f the 
i d e a s we have developed about the development and growth o f 
t h e o r i e s o f s o c i a l b e h a v i o r . Fo l lowing t h i s , I want to share 
with you b r i e f l y some o f my o b s e r v a t i o n s about the c u r r e n t s t a t e 
o f t h e o r e t i c a l work in the area o f group p r o c e s s e s . 
I t has always seemed to be obv ious t o me that understanding 
the o p e r a t i o n o f i n t e r p e r s o n a l or group p r o c e s s e s should be one 
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o f the c e n t r a l concerns in the s o c i o l o g i c a l e n t e r p r i s e ( n o t the 
o n l y concern nor even the o n l y c e n t r a l c o n c e r n ) , but s u r e l y one 
o f the c e n t r a l c o n c e r n s . In a b a s i c s e n s e , the o p e r a t i o n o f 
group p r o c e s s e s , a s i d e from t h e i r s i g n i f i c a n c e in t h e i r own 
r i g h t , should be invo lved in e x p l a i n i n g the e x i s t e n c e o f s t a b l e 
s t r u c t u r e s whether these s t r u c t u r e s are on the i n d i v i d u a l and on 
the s o c i a l l e v e l . 
T h i s , o f c o u r s e , i s not a new argument. But what e x a c t l y 
does t h i s argument mean? What are i n t e r p e r s o n a l or group 
p r o c e s s e s , and, in p a r t i c u l a r , e x p e c t a t i o n s t a t e s p r o c e s s e s ? How 
are we i d e n t i f y them? More i m p o r t a n t l y , how should we as 
t h e o r i s t s c o n c e p t u a l i z e them? Also i m p o r t a n t l y , how can we use 
these p r o c e s s e s t o account f o r the e x i s t e n c e o f more s t a b l e 
s t r u c t u r e s on the i n d i v i d u a l and s o c i a l l e v e l ? C l e a r l y , these 
are fundamental and even f o u n d a t i o n a l q u e s t i o n s , and there are 
those in s o c i o l o g y who would argue (and being s o c i o l o g i s t s would 
argue vehemently) that these are the kinds o f q u e s t i o n s that 
should be addressed and answered b e f o r e one b e g i n s t o a c t u a l l y 
c o n s t r u c t t h e o r i e s o f s o c i a l p r o c e s s e s . Now, whatever the m e r i t s 
o f these arguments (and there are m e r i t s ) , they do not d e s c r i b e 
how we have come to c o n s t r u c t our answers to these q u e s t i o n s . 
In f a c t , we s t a r t e d out with some very genera l meta-
m e t h o d o l o g i c a l and m e t a - t h e o r e t i c a l i d e a s . These were 
commitments that have shaped the nature o f our work from the 
o u t s e t . Among these were the ideas that you could i s o l a t e s o c i a l 
p r o c e s s e s , a b s t r a c t i n g them out o f complex s i t u a t i o n s o f s o c i a l 
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i n t e r a c t i o n ; t h a t you cou ld formulate genera l and a b s t r a c t 
t h e o r i e s o f these p r o c e s s e s , always s t a r t i n g with s imple 
s i t u a t i o n s o f very r e s t r i c t e d scope and working toward h i g h l y 
complex s i t u a t i o n s ; that you could f o r m a l i z e these t h e o r i e s in 
mathematical s t r u c t u r e s ; and that the development o f these 
t h e o r i e s i s i n t i m a t e l y invo lved with e m p i r i c a l t e s t s , with 
a p p l i c a t i o n s , and with s o c i a l i n t e r v e n t i o n s . 1 
Now, on the b a s i s o f these o r i e n t i n g i d e a s , which to us 
seemed n o n c o n t r o v e r s i a l (but as you know they are anything but 
n o n c o n t r o v e r s i a l in s o c i o l o g i c a l s o c i a l p s y c h o l o g y ) , we went 
about the bus iness o f c o n s t r u c t i n g t h e o r i e s o f i n t e r p e r s o n a l 
p r o c e s s e s , s p e c i f i c a l l y the e a r l i e s t v e r s i o n s o f the s t a t u s 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s theory and the s t a t u s va lue theory o f 
d i s t r i b u t i v e j u s t i c e . In the p r o c e s s o f c o n s t r u c t i n g and 
r e c o n s t r u c t i n g these and r e l a t e d e x p e c t a t i o n s t a t e t h e o r i e s — 
and some o f these t h e o r i e s l i k e the s t a t u s c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s theory 
have evo lved over p e r i o d s o f more than twenty years — we have 
wres t led with the q u e s t i o n s o f what i s a s o c i a l p r o c e s s , in 
p a r t i c u l a r , an e x p e c t a t i o n s t a t e s p r o c e s s , and more i m p o r t a n t l y , 
how should i t be c o n c e p t u a l i z e d ? 
1 These ideas were formulated in a very s e l f - c o n s c i o u s and 
e x p l i c i t manner by a group o f s o c i o l o g i s t s at Stanford in the 
e a r l y s i x t i e s . This group inc luded Bernard P. Cohen, Frank 
C a m i l l e r i , San f o rd M. Dornbusch, W. Richard S c o t t , Morris 
Z e l d i t c h , J r . , and m y s e l f . We even had an acronym f o r these 
i d e a s . We c a l l e d i t the SAFE o r i e n t a t i o n - - Simple, A b s t r a c t , 
Formal, E m p i r i c a l . So you s e e , t h e r e we were, a group o f young 
Stanford s o c i o l o g i s t s who a l ready in the e a r l y s i x t i e s were 
f o rmulat ing an agenda f o r the p r a c t i c e o f SAFE s o c i o l o g y . 
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What we wanted was a c o n c e p t i o n o f e x p e c t a t i o n s t a t e s 
p r o c e s s e s that would make e x p l i c i t the t y p e s o f i s s u e s the 
t h e o r i s t must address in f o rmulat ing a s p e c i f i c t h e o r y . The 
c o n c e p t i o n in i t s e l f i s not a t h e o r y but a metatheory or working 
s t r a t e g y f o r f o rmulat ing a s e t o f t h e o r e t i c a l q u e s t i o n s . 
However, the answers to these t h e o r e t i c a l q u e s t i o n s , in terms, o f 
a s p e c i f i c s e t o f c o n c e p t s and p r i n c i p l e s , do c o n s t i t u t e a 
s p e c i f i c t h e o r e t i c a l f o r m u l a t i o n . In t i m e , we a r r i v e d at the 
c o n c e p t i o n o f an i n t e r p e r s o n a l or e x p e c t a t i o n s t a t e s p r o c e s s as a 
s t a t e o r g a n i z i n g p r o c e s s which I s h a l l b r i e f l y r e v i e w . 
STATE ORGANIZING PROCESSES 
In c o n c e p t u a l i z i n g a s t a t e o r g a n i z i n g p r o c e s s , we 
d i s t i n g u i s h at the o u t s e t between the l e v e l o f the s o c i a l 
framework and that o f the s i t u a t i o n o f a c t i o n . A s i t u a t i o n o f 
a c t i o n o c c u r s within a s o c i a l framework whose elements are t r a n s -
s i t u a t i o n a l , more comprehens ive , and more enduring than those in 
the a c t i o n s i t u a t i o n . The elements o f the s o c i a l framework may 
be c u l t u r a l (encompassing norms, v a l u e s , g e n e r a l i z e d b e l i e f s , and 
s o c i a l c a t e g o r i e s ) , formal ( i n c l u d i n g i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z e d r o l e s or 
f o r m a l i z e d p o s i t i o n s in a u t h o r i t y s t r u c t u r e s ) , or i n t e r p e r s o n a l 
( a s in enduring networks o f s en t iments , i n f l u e n c e , and 
communication) . 
The s o c i a l framework i s an a b s t r a c t c o n c e p t , and i t i s not 
to be i d e n t i f i e d with a p a r t i c u l a r l e v e l o f s o c i a l o r d e r . I t s 
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elements may be from a o r g a n i z a t i o n a l s t r u c t u r e within which the 
group o p e r a t e s , or from a r e l e v a n t s u b c u l t u r a l t r a d i t i o n , or even 
from the s o c i e t y at l a r g e . Further these e lements are not 
t r ea ted as s imply exogenous f a c t o r s whose e f f e c t upon the p r o c e s s 
i s t o be a s s e s s e d . Rather , they are t r e a t e d as being a c t u a l l y 
invo lved in the p r o c e s s , j u s t as s t a t u s c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s and 
r e f e r e n t i a l s t r u c t u r e s are c o n s t i t u t i v e components o f s t a t u s and 
j u s t i c e p r o c e s s e s . As a consequence , the t h e o r i s t ' s i n i t i a l task 
i s to d e s c r i b e in a b s t r a c t terms those e lements o f the framework 
that are invo lved in the p r o c e s s under s tudy . Further , under the 
assumption that these e lements o f the l a r g e r system are not 
always invo lved in the i n t e r a c t i o n , he or she has the a d d i t i o n a l 
task o f f o rmulat ing s a l i e n c e p r i n c i p l e s that d e s c r i b e when these 
elements are ( o r are no t ) s i g n i f i c a n t to the a c t o r s . 
An e x p e c t a t i o n p r o c e s s o c c u r s within a s i t u a t i o n o f a c t i o n 
in which a c t i v a t i n g events and c o n d i t i o n s are important 
components . These events and c o n d i t i o n s are the f o c u s o f the 
p r o c e s s ; they are the goal s t a t e s toward which the a c t o r s are 
o r i e n t e d . In s t a t u s c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s t h e o r y , f o r example, they 
are the valued c o l l e c t i v e tasks that a c t o r s are mot ivated to 
s o l v e . In c o n c e p t u a l i z i n g these events ( a s wel l as the o ther 
c o n d i t i o n s in the s i t u a t i o n , such as the number and the types o f 
a c t o r s invo lved and the h i s t o r y o f the p r o c e s s ) , the t h e o r i s t i s 
d e s c r i b i n g the c o n d i t i o n s under which the p r o c e s s i s p r e d i c t e d to 
o c c u r . These are the scope c o n d i t i o n s o f the theory that must be 
understood in order to c a r r y out a p p r o p r i a t e t e s t s o f the t h e o r y , 
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and to know how t o f u r t h e r e l a b o r a t e the t h e o r y . In t h i s 
approach the a c t o r i s a l s o a b s t r a c t l y c o n c e i v e d and can be 
i n t e r p r e t e d to be an i n d i v i d u a l , an o r g a n i z a t i o n or even a 
n a t i o n - s t a t e . 
Given these i n i t i a l c o n d i t i o n s , we assume that a c t o r s w i l l 
o r g a n i z e the many items o f in fo rmat ion that can become s a l i e n t 
(whether these are s o c i a l , p e r s o n a l , or s i t u a t i o n a l ) and w i l l 
engage in b e h a v i o r s that are addressed to d e a l i n g with the 
a c t i v a t i n g e v e n t s . The outcome o f t h i s p r o c e s s i s the format ion 
o f s t a t e s . These are our e x p e c t a t i o n s t a t e s which are 
s i t u a t i o n a l l y s t a b l e s t r u c t u r e s that d e f i n e the a c t o r s ' r e l a t i o n s 
to each o t h e r . The t h e o r i s t ' s task at t h i s s tage i s to formulate 
developmental p r i n c i p l e s , i n c l u d i n g i n f o r m a t i o n p r o c e s s i n g 
p r i n c i p l e s . These d e s c r i b e in s p e c i f i c terms how s a l i e n t 
in f o rmat i on i s combined with the b e h a v i o r s that are a c t u a l l y 
o c c u r r i n g in the s i t u a t i o n to form s t a t e s o f s e l f - o t h e r 
r e l a t i o n s . 
Once these s t a t e s are formed they determine the subsequent 
b e h a v i o r s o f the a c t o r s to each other and with r e s p e c t to the 
a c t i v a t i n g e v e n t s . At t h i s j u n c t u r e , the t h e o r e t i c a l task i s to 
formulate p r i n c i p l e s that d e s c r i b e which b e h a v i o r s are (and which 
are not ) r e l e v a n t to the s e l f - o t h e r s t a t e s , how these s t a t e s 
s p e c i f i c a l l y determine b e h a v i o r s ( the f u n c t i o n a l r e l a t i o n s 
between s t a t e s and b e h a v i o r ) , and under what c o n d i t i o n s these 
behav io rs w i l l maintain or w i l l a l t e r the s t a t e s . 
Given that an ep i sode o f the e x p e c t a t i o n p r o c e s s i s 
c o m p l e t e d , we th ink o f the p r o c e s s as being d e a c t i v a t e d . When 
d e a l i n g with s t a t u s p r o c e s s e s , f o r example, t h i s might mean that 
s t a t u s d i s t i n c t i o n s and s t a t u s r e l e v a n c i e s become l e s s 
s i g n i f i c a n t , that the s e l f - o t h e r s t a t e s become l a t e n t , and that 
the power and p r e s t i g e o r d e r , which depends on these s t a t e s , 
a c t u a l l y becomes d e - d i f f e r e n t i a t e d . F i n a l l y , with the c omple t i on 
o f the p r o c e s s , t h e r e are t r a n s - s i t u a t i o n a l e f f e c t s t o be 
c o n s i d e r e d . These may be s u c c e s s i o n e f f e c t s , as when the 
outcomes o f one e p i s o d e become inputs to a succeed ing e p i s o d e , or 
c o n s t r u c t i o n e f f e c t s , as when the outcomes from one or more 
e p i s o d e s a c t u a l l y produce changes in the s o c i a l framework i t s e l f . 
Once more, the t h e o r i s t f a c e s the task o f f ormulat ing p r i n c i p l e s 
that d e s c r i b e in s p e c i f i c terms the o p e r a t i o n o f these s u c c e s s i o n 
and c o n s t r u c t i o n e f f e c t s . 
I have a number o f o b s e r v a t i o n s about t h i s p a r t i c u l a r 
c o n c e p t i o n o f an e x p e c t a t i o n s t a t e p r o c e s s as a s o c i a l p r o c e s s . 
F i r s t , wh i l e t h i s type o f framework i s c e r t a i n l y not 
e v e r y o n e ' s framework in s o c i o l o g i c a l s o c i a l p s y c h o l o g y , i t i s not 
unique to the e x p e c t a t i o n s t a t e s program. We see s i m i l a r and 
r e l a t e d ideas in the work o f Fararo and Skvoretz (1986) on what 
they c a l l a t h e o r e t i c a l method which they e x p l i c i t l y propose as a 
framework f o r the c o n s t r u c t i o n o f t h e o r i e s o f s o c i a l p r o c e s s e s . 
We see s i m i l a r ideas in the f o rmula t i on deve loped by Lawler, 
Ridgeway, and Markovsky ( 1 990) f o r what they c a l l a program f o r 
the development o f a s t r u c t u r a l s o c i a l p s y c h o l o g y . We a l so see 
s i m i l a r i deas deve loped by Sheldon Stryker ( 1987 ) in h i s 
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c o n c e p t i o n o f a s t r u c t u r a l symbol i c i n t e r a c t i o n i s m . I take t h i s 
commonality o f p e r s p e c t i v e to be a very p o s i t i v e development and 
to be an i n d i c a t i o n o f the emergence o f what I c a l l the "new 
group p r o c e s s movement" in s o c i o l o g i c a l s o c i a l p s y c h o l o g y . ( I 
s h a l l have more to say about that movement, s h o r t l y . ) 
Second, t h i s framework enables me to s p e l l out more f u l l y 
what I mean by arguing that s o c i a l p sycho l ogy — and, in 
p a r t i c u l a r , the study o f group or i n t e r p e r s o n a l p r o c e s s e s — i s 
c e n t r a l to the s o c i o l o g i c a l e n t e r p r i s e . The i n i t i a l f o c u s in 
t h i s approach i s on understanding the nature o f the s o c i a l 
p r o c e s s : How and when i s i t a c t i v a t e d ? How does i t e v o l v e ? 
What s t a t e s t r u c t u r e s are formed, and how do these s t a t e 
s t r u c t u r e s determine behav ior ? A l s o , how and when i s the p r o c e s s 
d e a c t i v a t e d ? These are the i n i t i a l t h e o r e t i c a l q u e s t i o n s with 
which we s t a r t . We assume that much s o c i a l behav ior and much o f 
the v a r i a b i l i t y o f t h a t behav ior can be accounted f o r by 
understanding the o p e r a t i o n in these terms o f s p e c i f i c 
i n t e r p e r s o n a l or group p r o c e s s e s . 
But t h i s approach a l s o puts a heavy emphasis on 
understanding the d i f f e r e n t t y p e s o f t r a n s - s i t u a t i o n a l outcomes 
o f these p r o c e s s e s . We assume that one o f the major types o f 
outcome o f the o p e r a t i o n o f s t a t u s , c o n t r o l , and a f f e c t 
p r o c e s s e s , f o r example, i s the assignment by a c t o r s to each o ther 
o f d i f f e r e n t t y p e s o f p e r s o n a l i t y c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s , where these 
p e r s o n a l i t y c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s can be o f a per formance , a mora l , or 
an e x p r e s s i v e n a t u r e . Thus in s i t u a t i o n s where d i f f e r e n t 
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p r o c e s s e s occur and recur through t i m e , persons are being 
c o n s t r u c t e d and r e c o n s t r u c t e d as s o c i a l o b j e c t s as a r e s u l t o f 
the o p e r a t i o n o f d i f f e r e n t group p r o c e s s e s . 
A l s o , we b e l i e v e that the s t r u c t u r e s that emerge in one 
e p i s o d e o f a p r o c e s s can a f f e c t , under s p e c i f i e d c o n d i t i o n s , 
those t h a t d e v e l o p in subsequent e p i s o d e s . Thus, f o r example, 
s t a t u s e x p e c t a t i o n s formed in one s i t u a t i o n can become inputs to 
the s t a t u s p r o c e s s in subsequent s i t u a t i o n s . By understanding 
these s u c c e s s i o n e f f e c t s ( s a y , how e x p e c t a t i o n s are t r a n s f e r r e d 
from one to a second ac tor and from one s i t u a t i o n to a second) , 
we can account f o r the c r o s s - s i t u a t i o n a l c o n s i s t e n c i e s in the 
i n d i v i d u a l ' s behav ior while s t a r t i n g , as we d o , from the 
p e r s p e c t i v e o f a s i t u a t i o n a l l y s p e c i f i c t h e o r y . 
Fur ther , we b e l i e v e that the o p e r a t i o n o f e x p e c t a t i o n s t a t e 
p r o c e s s e s can lead to the c r e a t i o n o f s t r u c t u r e s that become 
elements o f the l a r g e r s o c i a l framework. Thus, f o r example, 
through the o p e r a t i o n o f s t a t u s p r o c e s s e s , new s t a t u s 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s and new g e n e r a l i z e d b e l i e f s may be c r e a t e d which 
become part o f the a c t o r ' s s o c i a l framework. 
More g e n e r a l l y , the important argument here i s that each o f 
these outcomes o f e p i s o d e s o f e x p e c t a t i o n s t a t e s p r o c e s s e s — 
ass igned p e r s o n a l i t y c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s , t r a n s f e r r e d e x p e c t a t i o n s , 
c o n s t r u c t e d s ta tus c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s or g e n e r a l i z e d b e l i e f s — 
becomes a major input to subsequent e p i s o d e s and thus each i s 
maintained or changed through the r e c u r r e n t o p e r a t i o n s o f the 
s o c i a l p r o c e s s . I t i s through t h i s kind o f approach that we can 
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account f o r the e x i s t e n c e o f more s t a b l e s t r u c t u r e s on the 
i n d i v i d u a l and the s o c i a l l e v e l by s t a r t i n g from the 
i n t e r p e r s o n a l or group p r o c e s s l e v e l . But t h i s kind o f approach 
can o n l y be r e a l i z e d through s p e c i f i c t h e o r e t i c a l f o r m u l a t i o n s o f 
the p r o c e s s e s that are i n v o l v e d . 
A t h i r d f e a t u r e o f t h i s kind o f c o n c e p t i o n o f a s o c i a l 
p r o c e s s i s that i t p rov ides us with a s e t o f s tandards t o 
e v a l u a t e what a l r e a d y has been done and an agenda f o r fu ture 
work, as Lawler and h i s c o l l e a g u e s have argued. Of the d i f f e r e n t 
f o r m u l a t i o n s in the e x p e c t a t i o n s t a t e s program the s t a t u s 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s t h e o r y has been most f u l l y deve loped within the 
terms o f a s t a t e o r g a n i z i n g c o n c e p t i o n . ( T h i s i s not s u r p r i s i n g 
s i n c e work on the s t a t u s c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s t h e o r y has played an 
important r o l e in d e v e l o p i n g t h i s c o n c e p t i o n . ) Be that as i t 
may, in the c a s e o f s t a t u s c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s r e s e a r c h we have a 
deve loped theory with a graph t h e o r e t i c a l f o r m a l i z a t i o n o f that 
t h e o r y (Berger e t a l . 1977) . Further , t h i s theory has been 
e x t e n s i v e l y t e s t e d and appl ied to d i f f e r e n t types o f c o n t r o l l e d 
exper imental s i t u a t i o n s and to d i f f e r e n t t y p e s o f open -
i n t e r a c t i o n g r o u p s . The l a t t e r i n c l u d e temporary and shor t - t e rm 
groups (wi th l i t t l e or no p r i o r h i s t o r i e s ) , as wel l as enduring 
and r e l a t i v e l y permanent groups (w i th e x t e n s i v e p r i o r h i s t o r i e s ) . 
As a r e s u l t o f r e c e n t work by Bernard P. Cohen ( 1 9 9 1 ) , Hamit 
Fisek and c o l l e a g u e s ( 1 9 9 1 ) , and James Balkwell ( 1 9 9 1 ) , the range 
o f s i t u a t i o n s to which t h i s theory i s a p p l i c a b l e has been 
s i g n i f i c a n t l y i n c r e a s e d . (See a l so Gerber , 1989. ) Furthermore, 
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the s t a t u s c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s t h e o r y has been the b a s i s f o r an 
e x t e n s i v e program o f s o c i a l i n t e r v e n t i o n s r e s e a r c h c a r r i e d out by 
E l i zabeth G. Cohen ( 1 982) and her c o l l e a g u e s , and by Dor is 
Entwisle and Murray Webster, J r . ( 1 9 7 4 ) . 
In a d d i t i o n to t h i s work, t h e r e i s s t a t u s c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s 
r e s e a r c h on t r a n s - s i t u a t i o n a l outcomes . We now have both 
exper iments and theory that d e s c r i b e how s t a t u s e x p e c t a t i o n s 
formed with r e s p e c t to one ac tor in a s i t u a t i o n are t r a n s f e r r e d 
to a second a c t o r and to subsequent s i t u a t i o n s (Pugh and Wahrman 
1983; Markovsky e t a l . 1984; and Berger e t a l . 1989) . Further , 
we have r e s e a r c h on d i f f u s i o n p r o c e s s e s by Barry Markovsky (1988) 
t h a t d e s c r i b e s how changes in e x p e c t a t i o n s that are c r e a t e d in 
s p e c i f i c task s i t u a t i o n s can d i f f u s e through a l a r g e r p o p u l a t i o n 
and thus produce macro l eve l changes . Most r e c e n t l y , we have a 
t h e o r e t i c a l f o rmula t i on by C e c i l i a Ridgeway ( f o r t h c o m i n g ) that 
d e s c r i b e s how an i n i t i a l l y nonvalued c h a r a c t e r i s t i c can acqu i re 
s ta tus va lue and g e n e r a l i z e d e x p e c t a t i o n s as a r e s u l t o f the 
o p e r a t i o n o f ongoing s t a t u s p r o c e s s e s . Thus, t h i s t h e o r y 
d e s c r i b e s how new s t a t u s c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s are c r e a t e d which, in 
t u r n , become elements o f an enduring and t r a n s - s i t u a t i o n a l s o c i a l 
f r amework . 
C l e a r l y , o ther t h e o r i e s in the e x p e c t a t i o n s t a t e program are 
not as f u l l y deve loped as those in the s t a t u s c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s 
branch . In a d d i t i o n , we have o n l y j u s t begun to c o n s t r u c t s t a t e 
o r g a n i z i n g t h e o r i e s f o r a f f e c t s t a t e p r o c e s s e s and f o r p r o c e s s e s 
o f i n t e r p e r s o n a l c o n t r o l (Berger 1988 ) . S t i l l fu r ther down the 
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l i n e are the c h a l l e n g i n g t h e o r e t i c a l and e m p i r i c a l problems 
concerned with how d i f f e r e n t t y p e s o f s t a t e o r g a n i z i n g p r o c e s s e s 
are i n t e r r e l a t e d . However, work on new e x p e c t a t i o n s t a t e 
t h e o r i e s and on the i n t e r r e l a t i o n o f s o c i a l p r o c e s s e s i s a l ready 
under way, p a r t i c u l a r l y in the r e c e n t r e s e a r c h o f Martha Foschi 
( 1 9 8 9 ) , Murray Webster , J r . ( 1 9 8 0 ) , Janet Johnston ( 1 9 8 8 ) , and 
Robert S h e l l y and h i s c o l l e a g u e s ( 1 9 8 9 ) . 
Thus, while we are c l e a r l y beyond the stage where the idea 
o f a s t a t e o r g a n i z i n g p r o c e s s i s s imply a programmatic 
c o n c e p t i o n , i t s t i l l s e rves as an important framework in 
i n v e s t i g a t i n g new e x p e c t a t i o n s t a t e p r o c e s s e s and the t r a n s -
s i t u a t i o n a l outcomes o f these p r o c e s s e s . 
Let me now turn to my i n t e r e s t s in theory and theory growth. 
NATURE OF THEORY AND THEORY GROWTH 
My i n t e r e s t s in the nature o f t h e o r y and o f t h e o r y growth 
are as o ld as any o ther i n t e r e s t s in my c a r e e r , and are r e f l e c t e d 
in the work (wi th o t h e r s ) on Types o f Formal i za t i on in Small 
Groups Research (1962) and in the s e r i e s on S o c i o l o g i c a l Theor ies 
in P r o g r e s s , Volumes I , I I , and I I I (1966, 1972a, 1989) . In one 
way or another t h i s work i s concerned with such q u e s t i o n s a s : 
What i s the s t r u c t u r e o f a theory? What do we mean by the growth 
and progress o f a theory? What i s the r o l e o f f o r m a l i z a t i o n in 
the development o f theory? 
Like many others who entered the f i e l d in the f i f t i e s and 
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s i x t i e s , my o r i g i n a l i deas on the nature o f t h e o r y were s t r o n g l y 
i n f l u e n c e d by the work o f such people as Carl Hempel, Ernst 
Nag e l , Karl Popper, and Steven Toulmin. However, c o n f r o n t e d with 
the d i v e r s i t y o f t h e o r e t i c a l a c t i v i t i e s in our f i e l d , i t soon 
became c l e a r to me t h a t , whi le we had much t o l earn from the work 
o f these p h i l o s o p h e r s , there was much more that we would have to 
determine on our own i f we were to make sense o f the d i f f e r e n t 
t y p e s o f t h e o r e t i c a l r e s e a r c h in s o c i o l o g y . 2 
By the e a r l y s i x t i e s in my l e c t u r e s and c o u r s e s , I a l ready 
found i t n e c e s s a r y t o d i s t i n g u i s h between o r i e n t i n g or 
t h e o r e t i c a l s t r a t e g i e s and unit t h e o r i e s as d i f f e r e n t types o f 
t h e o r e t i c a l p r o d u c t s . But I knew t h a t t h i s p i c t u r e was not 
c o m p l e t e . Our own work on e x p e c t a t i o n s t a t e p r o c e s s e s suggested 
that t h e o r i e s cou ld be developed in c l u s t e r s which were more than 
unit t h e o r i e s and c e r t a i n l y d i f f e r e n t than o r i e n t i n g s t r a t e g i e s . 
At that t i m e , I was r e f e r r i n g to these c l u s t e r s as " p a r a l l e l 
f o r m u l a t i o n s " (Berger 1969 ) . 
The work o f Imre Lakatos ( 1 968, 1970) on r e s e a r c h programs 
t h a t began to appear in the l a t e s i x t i e s and e a r l y s e v e n t i e s 
2 This view about the need to d e v e l o p c o n c e p t s , methods, and 
t o o l s f o r analyz ing and c o n s t r u c t i n g t h e o r i e s has been long 
shared by my c o l l e a g u e s and m y s e l f . Over the years i t has led to 
r e s e a r c h on a v a r i e t y o f i s s u e s in t h e o r y c o n s t r u c t i o n : on the 
r o l e o f f o r m a l i z a t i o n in theory b u i l d i n g (Berger e t al . 1962) ; on 
d i s t i n g u i s h i n g g e n e r a l i z i n g and h i s t o r i c a l o r i e n t a t i o n s (Berger 
et a l . 1972b) ; on the idea o f scope c o n d i t i o n s (Berger 1974, and 
Walker and Cohen 1985 ) ; on the r e l a t i o n s between exper imentat ion 
and theory ( Z e l d i t c h 1969) ; and on the use o f m u l t i p l e paradigms 
in t h e o r e t i c a l r e s e a r c h ( Z e l d i t c h , 1979) . See a l s o B. P. Cohen 
( 1 9 8 9 ) . 
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seemed to p r o v i d e us with what we were miss ing in understanding 
d i f f e r e n t t y p e s o f t h e o r e t i c a l a c t i v i t i e s . In Lakatos1 terms, 
t h e o r e t i c a l r e s e a r c h programs have " c o r e s " and " a u x i l i a r y " 
components , they have " p o s i t i v e " and " n e g a t i v e h e u r i s t i c s , " and 
one cou ld speak o f them as being " p r o g r e s s i v e " or " d e g e n e r a t i v e . " 
But s u r e l y , so we r e a s o n e d , there i s more to say about t h e s e 
programs, f o r whatever e l s e they a r e , they are a l so complex 
s t r u c t u r e s o f i n t e r r e l a t e d t h e o r i e s . But e x a c t l y how are the 
t h e o r i e s in these r e s e a r c h programs i n t e r r e l a t e d ? This i s the 
problem that David Wagner and I s t a r t e d to work on in the e a r l y 
s e v e n t i e s . 3 As ide from d i s t i n g u i s h i n g o r i e n t i n g s t r a t e g i e s from 
unit t h e o r i e s , we wanted to d e s c r i b e the anatomy o f programs from 
the s t a n d p o i n t o f t h e i r growth . O b v i o u s l y , t h e o r i e s within and 
between programs are i n t e r r e l a t e d in many ways, but which kinds 
o f i n t e r r e l a t i o n s r e p r e s e n t growth and development? 
From t h i s s tandpo int we have come to d i s t i n g u i s h d i f f e r e n t 
t y p e s o f r e l a t i o n s between t h e o r i e s — e l a b o r a t i o n s , 
p r o l i f e r a t i o n s , i n t e g r a t i o n s , and v a r i a t i o n s — that r e p r e s e n t 
d i f f e r e n t types o f theory growth . They a l s o r e p r e s e n t d i f f e r e n t 
t y p e s o f g o a l s and s t r a t e g i e s that are a v a i l a b l e to the t h e o r i s t 
in deve l op ing r e s e a r c h programs. El abor a t i o n s are undertaken to 
in c rease the s c o p e , the a n a l y t i c power, and the e m p i r i c a l 
grounding o f a un i t theory within a g iven domain. Prol i f e r a t i o n s 
3 Bo Anderson and Morris Z e l d i t c h , J r . , were a l s o invo lved 
in the e a r l i e s t s t a g e s o f the " s t r u c t u r e s p r o j e c t " ( a s i t was 
then c a l l e d ) and c o n t r i b u t e d to i t s deve lopment . 
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are c o n s t r u c t e d to apply and extend t h e o r e t i c a l p r i n c i p l e s 
deve loped within one domain to a new and d i f f e r e n t domain. (With 
p r o l i f e r a t i o n s we e s t a b l i s h new beachheads ; with e l a b o r a t i o n s we 
e x p l o i t the high g r o u n d . ) Variant t h e o r i e s and competing 
t h e o r i e s are c o n s t r u c t e d as ways to p i t s i m i l a r and d i s s i m i l a r 
t h e o r e t i c a l p r i n c i p l e s aga ins t each o ther through c o n f l i c t i n g 
e m p i r i c a l p r e d i c t i o n s . I n t e g r a t i o n s are c o n s t r u c t e d to b r i d g e 
d i f f e r e n t par ts o f a s i n g l e program where the t h e o r e t i c a l 
e lements are from the same f a m i l y o f c o n c e p t s and p r i n c i p l e s . 
They are a l s o c o n s t r u c t e d to b r i d g e the p a r t s o f d i f f e r e n t 
programs where the t h e o r e t i c a l elements are from d i f f e r e n t 
f a m i l i e s o f c o n c e p t s and p r i n c i p l e s . In the l a t t e r c a s e , i t i s 
o f t e n n e c e s s a r y t o t r a n s l a t e competing programs i n t o a t h i r d 
f a m i l y o f c o n c e p t s and p r i n c i p l e s within which the i n t e g r a t i o n i s 
a c h i e v e d . This i s what i s i n v o l v e d , f o r example, in J a s s o ' s 
(1978) i n t e g r a t i o n o f exchange and s t a t u s value arguments that 
has become part o f her own d i s t i n c t i v e theory o f d i s t r i b u t i v e 
j u s t i c e . For more in f o rmat i on on those t y p e s o f growth , see 
Wagner and Berger ( 1 9 8 5 ) . 
Throughout a l l t h i s , our unit o f a n a l y s i s in understanding 
growth i s the program i t s e l f . Later t h e o r i e s that b u i l d on 
e a r l i e r t h e o r i e s may r e p l a c e them, but i t i s a l s o the case that 
they may not c o m p l e t e l y r e p l a c e the e a r l i e r t h e o r i e s . T h e r e f o r e , 
the e lements o f e a r l i e r t h e o r i e s as wel l as the p r o l i f e r a t e s and 
the v a r i a n t s o f some c o r e f o rmulat i on can c o n t i n u e to be 
components o f a t h e o r e t i c a l r e s e a r c h program. 
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In our r e s e a r c h on e x p e c t a t i o n s t a t e s t h e o r i e s , on d i s t r i b u t i v e 
j u s t i c e t h e o r i e s , and on t h e o r i e s concerned with n e g o t i a t i o n and 
c o n f l i c t , we have i d e n t i f i e d d i f f e r e n t types o f r e s e a r c h programs 
and the d i f f e r e n t t y p e s o f i n t e r - t h e o r y r e l a t i o n s invo lved in the 
growth o f these programs . 4 S t i l l there i s much to be done to 
f u r t h e r d e v e l o p our understanding o f the s t r u c t u r e o f r e s e a r c h 
programs and theory growth . The c o n c e p t s and p r i n c i p l e s in our 
a n a l y t i c a l scheme need to be f u r t h e r r e f i n e d and extended . This 
w i l l undoubtedly o c cur as we i d e n t i f y new t h e o r e t i c a l r e search 
programs and as we examine t h e i r s t r u c t u r e . But more i s needed . 
Among other t h i n g s , we need a much deeper understanding than we 
have at present o f the r o l e played by m e t a t h e o r e t i c a l p r i n c i p l e s 
and working s t r a t e g i e s ( f o r example, the c o n c e p t i o n o f a s t a t e 
o r g a n i z i n g p r o c e s s ) . How do such m e t a t h e o r e t i c a l s t r a t e g i e s 
emerge from ongoing t h e o r e t i c a l r e search? How do they undergo 
change? What r o l e do they p lay in t h e o r y growth — p a r t i c u l a r l y 
in the p r o l i f e r a t i o n o f c o n c e p t s and p r i n c i p l e s a c r o s s 
s u b s t a n t i v e domains? 
4 We have found few examples o f the growth r e l a t i o n that 
Laudan (1 976) r e f e r s to as " s t r i c t c u m u l a t i v i t y T h i s i s the 
idea that i f one theory b u i l d s on and r e p r e s e n t s an advance over 
an e a r l i e r t h e o r y , the e a r l i e r t h e o r y should be f o r m a l l y 
d e r i v a b l e as a s p e c i a l case o f the l a t e r t h e o r y . The f a c t that 
we f ind such few examples o f t h i s r e l a t i o n may be a p e c u l i a r i t y 
o f t h e o r i e s in s o c i o l o g y and s o c i a l p s y c h o l o g y , o r , as we 
s u s p e c t , that t h e o r y growth i s a much more complex p r o c e s s than 
has been t r a d i t i o n a l l y r e p r e s e n t e d . In t h i s c o n n e c t i o n , see a l s o 
Kuokkanen ( f o r t h c o m i n g ) , who c o n c l u d e s , on the b a s i s o f h i s 
a n a l y s i s o f d i f f e r e n t s o c i a l p s y c h o l o g i c a l ba lance t h e o r i e s , t h a t 
" t h e r e i s no s imple cumulat ive c o n t i n u i t y among these t h e o r i e s . " 
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We a l s o need a much deeper understanding than we have at 
present o f the r o l e played by a p p l i c a t i o n s and s o c i a l 
i n t e r v e n t i o n s in the growth o f t h e o r y . I t i s c e r t a i n l y important 
to understand the r o l e o f t r a d i t i o n a l c r i t e r i a l i k e g e n e r a l i t y , 
a n a l y t i c power, and empi r i ca l grounding in theory growth ; 
however, i t i s a l s o important , as Wagner, Z e l d i t c h , and I have 
argued , t o understand the r o l e o f c r i t e r i a that are s p e c i f i c a l l y 
invo lved in a p p l i c a t i o n s and s o c i a l i n t e r v e n t i o n s (Berger e t al . 
1985 ) . We b e l i e v e that the commonal i t y o f a p r o c e s s d e s c r i b e d by 
a t h e o r y , i t s i n s t r u m e n t a l i t y or u t i l i t y in e f f e c t i n g s o c i a l 
change , and i t s dominanee over competing p r o c e s s e s in complex 
s o c i a l s i t u a t i o n s are a l l important a p p l i c a t i o n s and 
i n t e r v e n t i o n s c r i t e r i a . These c r i t e r i a can determine the 
a c c e p t a n c e o f one program over a se cond , and thus they can a f f e c t 
the s u c c e s s and growth o f a g iven program. We need a much deeper 
understanding o f these m a t t e r s . 
In the f i r s t ins tance these ideas on t h e o r y and theory 
growth were deve loped to make sense o f our own work and a l so to 
g i v e that work d i r e c t i o n . But from the b e g i n n i n g , we assumed 
that there were o ther major t h e o r e t i c a l r e s e a r c h programs being 
deve loped in our f i e l d , and that we could use our a n a l y t i c scheme 
to i d e n t i f y these programs, t o analyze t h e i r s t r u c t u r e , and to 
prov ide the r e s e a r c h e r with c o n c e p t s and p r i n c i p l e s that he or 
she cou ld use in d e v e l o p i n g h i s o r her program. What i s o f 
p a r t i c u l a r i n t e r e s t i s that some o f the b e s t examples o f 
t h e o r e t i c a l r e s e a r c h programs in s o c i o l o g y are to be found in the 
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work o f t h o s e c u r r e n t l y do ing r e s e a r c h in what I have r e f e r r e d t o 
as t h e "new group p r o c e s s movement." I want to c o n c l u d e my 
remarks by s h a r i n g with you some o f my o b s e r v a t i o n s about t h i s 
new group p r o c e s s movement. 
GROUP PROCESSES 
Within the past few years we have w i t n e s s e d , I b e l i e v e , the 
emergence ( o r r eemergence ) o f what can be c a l l e d the new group 
p r o c e s s movement: s o c i a l p s y c h o l o g i s t s in s o c i o l o g y who are 
c oncerned with r e s e a r c h and t h e o r y on i n t e r p e r s o n a l or group 
p r o c e s s e s and s t r u c t u r e s . I t i s not so much t h a t t h i s movement 
has j u s t d e v e l o p e d - - in f a c t i t has v e r y deep r o o t s in our f i e l d 
— as t h a t i t has r e c e n t l y become more aware o f i t s e l f as a 
s i g n i f i c a n t group in s o c i o l o g i c a l s o c i a l p s y c h o l o g y . 
There are many t h i n g s t h a t impress me about the work t h a t i s 
b e i n g done by t h o s e who are p a r t o f t h i s new group p r o c e s s 
movement, but what i s perhaps most striking i s the theoret ical 
r e s e a r c h in t h i s a r e a . There i s enormous c o n c e r n with and 
s e n s i t i v i t y to the problem o f d e v e l o p i n g t h e o r i e s o f 
i n t e r p e r s o n a l p r o c e s s e s , t h e o r i e s o f i n t e r a c t o r p r o c e s s e s . But 
t h e r e i s much more here than s imply a c o n c e r n f o r and s e n s i t i v i t y 
t o t h e o r y . (Concern f o r and s e n s i t i v i t y t o t h e o r y are common 
enough in s o c i o l o g y . ) In f a c t , t h e r e are major e f f o r t s underway 
to c o n s t r u c t g e n e r a l and a b s t r a c t t h e o r i e s o f i n t e r p e r s o n a l and 
i n t e r a c t o r p r o c e s s e s . Let me j u s t ment ion a few o f t h e s e , a_s 
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ex ampl es (and I a p o l o g i z e beforehand to a l l those I have not 
l i s t e d ) . 
Aside from the ongoing research in the d i f f e r e n t branches o f 
the e x p e c t a t i o n s t a t e s program, there i s the r e s e a r c h program on 
exchange and power and dependence p r o c e s s e s that was i n i t i a t e d by 
Richard Emerson (1972a, 1972b) and i s cont inued in the work o f 
Karen Cook ( 1 9 8 2 ) , Linda Molm ( 1 9 9 1 ) , Toshio Yamagishi ( 1 987) and 
t h e i r c o l l e a g u e s ; there i s the e x t e n s i v e t h e o r e t i c a l and 
e m p i r i c a l r e s e a r c h on d i s t r i b u t i v e j u s t i c e p r o c e s s e s by 
Gui l lermina Jasso ( 1 9 8 9 ) , Barry Markovsky ( 1 9 8 5 ) , John S t o l t e 
(1 9 8 7 ) , and o t h e r s ; t h e r e i s the r e s e a r c h program that i s being 
deve loped by David W i l i e r (1987) and h i s c o l l e a g u e s on a t h e o r y 
o f e lementary s o c i a l r e l a t i o n s ; t h e r e i s the r e s e a r c h program on 
c o n f l i c t and barga in ing p r o c e s s e s t h a t i s being deve loped by 
Edward Lawler ( 1 986 ) and h i s c o l l e a g u e s ; t h e r e i s the t h e o r e t i c a l 
and exper imental r e s e a r c h on l e g i t i m a t i o n p r o c e s s e s by Morris 
Z e l d i t c h , J r . and Henry Walker ( 1 9 8 4 ) , C e c i l i a Ridgeway ( 1 9 8 9 ) , 
and o t h e r s ; there i s the r esearch program on the a f f e c t c o n t r o l 
t h e o r y t h a t was i n i t i a t e d by David Heise ( 1 979) and i s cont inued 
in the work o f Lynn Smith-Lovin and Heise ( 1 9 8 8 ) , Neil MacKinnon 
(MacKinnon and Keating 1989) and t h e i r c o l l e a g u e s ; t h e r e i s the 
r e s e a r c h program on power s t r u c t u r e s in groups by Louis Gray and 
h i s c o l l e a g u e s ( 1 976) ; t h e r e i s the r e s e a r c h by Jonathan Turner 
(1988) on a genera l t h e o r y o f micro p r o c e s s e s ; and there i s the 
t h e o r e t i c a l r e s e a r c h by Tom Fararo and John Skvoretz ( 1986) on 
the u n i f i c a t i o n and i n t e g r a t i o n o f d i f f e r e n t r e s e a r c h programs. 
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And there are many o t h e r s . 
Most o f t h i s work o c c u r s within the framework o f t h e o r e t i c a l 
r e s e a r c h programs that have been deve loped over p e r i o d s o f t e n , 
f i f t e e n , t w e n t y , and in some c a s e s over t w e n t y - f i v e y e a r s . 
Emerson's f i r s t a r t i c l e in the power-dependence program, f o r 
example , was publ ished in 1962. He iss ' f i r s t a r t i c l e in the 
a f f e c t c o n t r o l program was publ i shed in 1969T a n d the e x p e c t a t i o n 
s t a t e s program was s t a r t e d in the l a t e 1950s ( s e e Berger 1 9 5 8 ) . 
C l e a r l y , these are susta ined programs, r e p r e s e n t i n g l ong - t e rm 
commitments. Perhaps, o f g r e a t e s t s i g n i f i c a n c e i s that in most 
o f these programs there has been growth in t h e o r e t i c a l and 
e m p i r i c a l knowledge as we c u r r e n t l y understand these ideas o f 
growth. In my o p i n i o n , the work being done on genera l and 
a b s t r a c t t h e o r i e s in t h i s area i s one o f the most promising 
developments in our f i e l d . 
It i s certainly not the case, in any sense, that the task of 
developing theoretical knowledge of interpersonal and interactor 
processes has been real ized . But we have started on that task. 
Furthermore, the fact that these programs exist provides the 
strongest possible answer ( i f one is s t i l l needed) to the 
question of whether i t can be done. 
All in a l l , I th ink that t h i s i s a very e x c i t i n g time to be 
working in the area o f group p r o c e s s e s , i n t e r p e r s o n a l p r o c e s s e s , 
i n t e r a c t o r p r o c e s s e s . The unsolved problems are t h e r e , and there 
are c e r t a i n l y p l e n t y o f them. The t h e o r e t i c a l r e s e a r c h programs 
that have been deve loped a r e , in Thomas Kuhn's s e n s e , important 
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ex em pi ar s f o r our work. And at l e a s t in genera l terms we know 
what kind o f t h e o r e t i c a l , e m p i r i c a l , and appl ied knowledge about 
group p r o c e s s e s that we want to c o n s t r u c t . The c h a l l e n g e now to 
us i s to g e t on with t h a t t a s k . 
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